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Utilization of Consultants in Inservice Training

In the book, LIducational Evalvation and Cecision Ma2¥ing
(Stufflebeam, et. al, 1971), the authors devote a section
in the last chapter to a tovic they label, *Therany,

The paragraph that follows from that chanter was the gene-
sis of this report. it states:

- « « We need to devise a strategy to reach
the consultants that are now working with
practitioners on evaluation vroblems. These
consultants, we have asserted, have been
guilty of giving bad advice; indeed, thkey
have frequently been unable to generate eval-
uations that even minimally meet their own
standards for inquiry. Since these consult-
ants are in the main university onrofessors,
some pattern of national institutes or semi-
nars in which these problems can be discus-
sed and some training in new aomproaches
offered seems to be in order. (n. 345)

The Laboratory of Educational Research, University of the
Pacific has freqguently been asked to rerform evaluations,
many of which unfortunately, were "match-un® jobs of evalu-
ations begun by others who were not comnetent to complete
them. The problem became very apirarant,; hovever, when the
Laboratory received a grant from the State in 1970 to write
some dissemination documents based on evaluative renorts,

frequently written by college or university orofessors.

After working with the state officials for a very short time,
it was apparent that the great majority of the professors

who had taken on the evaluative role in the various rrojects
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within the Bureau's jurisdiction were (a) cither unable to

carry out a proper evaluation for lack of skills, or (b) had

taken a tasl): vhich was inradequately funded and were doing

only enough to justify the monev which thev were being paid,

or (c) found the guidelines nublished by the State to be too

general to be helpful. It also became acparent that many

of the local school evaluators were doing a minimal job of :
evaluating becavse (a) they wvere over-loaded with work,

(b) they were unible to interpret the directives ccming

from the State, or (c) they lacked the skills necessary to

perform an evaluztion.

In any case the project evaluations were being sorely ne-
glected or poorly done. In addition to the work with this
State Bureau, on two occasions the Laboratory was called
in to complete Title III evaluations which had been begun
by a person or groun of pr~arsons vwho passed themselves off
as evaluators but who were tnable to nerform the tasks
vroperly. The “patch-up® type of zcvaluation wkich the
Laboratory was able to perform was not un to the standards
winich were generally adhered to. although the local dis-
tricts were generally quite grateful to simply have soie-

one who could help them comnlete the evaluation requirements

of their grants.




Faccd with this situation, the need for a strategy to over-
come this problem was evident. Since the time frame in which
the Laboratory was working was a tight onc, it was imwerative
that vhatever training that could be provided be donc as eox-
reditiously as possible, and that only a minimal amount of

sltill could be expected from many of the evaluators.

Betz (1969), Tuttle and Ciccone (1969) and the American As-
sociation of Junior Colleges (1967) have indicated that the
role of a consultant requires more than simply anpearing for
a day and talking from the "ton of the head” or accepting
data unquestioningly and submitiing it to a canned computer
program, interpreting the data in a mechanical fashion and
writing a report. It was apparent from the reports made
available by the State that these were the nain uses being

made of consultants by the local districts, however.

Since the Laboratory was faced with deadlines and little or
no information upon vhich to base the disscmination reports,
a €dual problem faced the staff. Onc was to obtain enough
data from the previous projects to enable them to write the
reports for the 1969-70 year, and the sccond, to ensure that

the reports based on the data collected during 1970-71 would

be collected, analyzed and reported properly.




The strateagy dovised to ac
first, as consultants for
to make on-site visits to

the Bureau for documented

=S

com»lish these goals was two-fold:
the Statz: Bureau, the staff arranged
2ach oroject, dincuss the needs of

infornation in wristen form; and

second, as consultants for the local districts, to help pre-

parc an outline and give a
provide all the necessary

semination reports for 197

dvice wvhich would cnable them to
information to complete the dis-

0-71 in their written documents.

As simple as it sounds, the outline was the conventional one

showvn here:

Congruence Congruence
. a % Yritten
Activities| | Criteria docunnzntation
Objectives or __J for of Process
Program ,Evaluation _ﬁ and Product
i outcomes

Figure 1. Scquence of cvants in prermaring avaluation renorts.

It was surprisirg to find

somz project divectors did not

even know what their objectivaes ware and others had seen lit-

tle reason to kecop docurented records of their program activ-

ities since “they kncw what they were doing." Many had not

thought to check for congruence between objectives, program

activities and evaluative

many objectives for which
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criteria, and several had written

therc was no program element which
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would insure its being reached nor a criterion against

which to mceasure it. One rccommendation vhich grew out of
these findings was that Stake's model (1967), which cmpha-
sizes congruence; should be included in any inscrvice train-

ing given to evaluators.

The criteria by which the Laboratory was to be judged for
the work of preparing the 1%69-70 reports was the degree

.0 which the essantial inforwation nceded to write the dis-
semination documents could bo elicited post hoc and reduced
to written form. Althcugh not heppy with the minimal amount
of data collected from some nroiects, and the guestionable

validity of some of that which was received, the Laboratory

staff was able to complete the project and the 19G69-70 re-

ports were accepted for printing and dissemination.

The second, and most important part of the strategy for in-
service training was to insure that the costly on-site visits
to collect post hoc information of questionable validity
would be avoided in 1970-71. To accomplish this task, the
following strategy was adopted, using the technicues and

ideas which seemed most appropriate in the papers cited

carlier and others (stufflebeam, 1966; Provus, 1969).




Preparation Inservice Meeting
Laboratory
Tromnare
List of
weeds and
Coanstraints
A
Agree on
- Laboratory Minimum W
Frepare Bureau Evaluation stablish :
<o . . A Establish -
Materlails Prepare List | Neaded bv Pimeline _|product wowwow.mw.
© [%or Burcau , of Needs and all bnd Froeass m<umawww o nowmsrngrpo:
ené Project Constraints Determine Fvaluation aluatio swrw .
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is to
| Perform
Project
Evaiuator
Prenare
List of
Heeds and
Constraints
Figure 2. TFlow chart of activities to accomplish inservice training neceded tc nrovide
adeguate evaluatior materials.
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This strategy rocuired on the part of both tha consultant

-l

and the person rocuvesting consultativa heln a commitnont

toc premarce before the actusl inservice trzining (since ve
censider cach consultation as an inscrvice training activity),
a recommendation made in the American Junior Colleges raner.
Alsc the strategy rcguires that a clear crvlanation of what
is to be expected of each party be made prior to the “rain-
ing session. In many cases during 1969-70 cconsultants had
been called to rarticular jobs by projcct directors and ar-
rived on the day that they were to perform their activities
with a general outline of what they were to present but
with no preparation recquired of the teachers who were to

be involved. In thesc cases it is not at all surnrising

that the results were less than expaected.

One other factor that all constltants have not considered
in the past is the faczt that every consulting jeb shoulAd
involve both prcparation pricr to the consultation and a
follow up in a form of written rernoirts of what was accom-
rlished and/or additional training sessions. This follow-
up activity element is an essential vart of the training
stratogy devised by the Laboratory, and "one-shot” irain-
ing sessions are not accepted since they violate goo?

learning cheorv and nractice.

(94




The preparation that was done by the Laboratory vas tho
writing and printing of matcrials to he sont to cach pro-
ject director/cvaluator indicating the kinds of cvaluation
that would be considered minimal. The concant of congru--
ence was cmphasized in terms of examinina the objectives,
program activitics, critcria for avaluatirs the success or
failurc of the project and the a:ctual outcomes of the
project itself. To be ccrtain these clements wore relatced
lcgically and that the objectives were not only measure-
able but being measured by instruments which actually
moasurced what was being proposed in the objective, scvaral
examples of good and bad objectives and criteria werc pre-

scnted. In many cases it was found that objcctives had

been written which did not in any way corresmond to the
program and that the evaluation used vas totally invalid.
Project directors and cvaluators weare shovm the discrepan-
ciecs during on-site visits. ‘icst of thon indicated that
thoy thought that they had to use the statco-mandated tests
even though they realized that they were frecuently not
really measuring the objectives of the program. lany were
excited and rclieved to know that the choice of the criterion
vags one in which they had a choicc. WVhen it was pointcad
out that the success or the failure of the project was
going to hinge on the evaluation bascd on these instru-

nments, the necessity for carceful selection of criteria was

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




very obvious to them. ‘This initial rmreparation on the
part of the Laboratory, then was preparation of a stato-
ment indicating the nced for clearly state® and con-
gruent objcctives,; progivam cotivitios, criteria and out-

comes.

Following the preparaticn and disscmination of this state-
ment the Laboratory prepared a lict of the needs and con-
straints which it faced. Tho Burcau also prenared a list

of its necds and constraints, and the local projoct evalu-
ators were asked to prepare a list of their nceds and con-
straints. In this casc the Burcau, working with the Labora-
tory, prepared a new application blank in which the objectives,
program description and evaluation plans were vary carcfully

delincated, and cach element related to the budget.

Fach onc of the threce groups of particivants werce then askaed
to com2 Lo one or two insc2rvice meetings lasting for a full
dzy. At this meceting thce Bureswu and the Lahoratory stated
as clecarly and preeiscly as pessible the rcason for and the
unse te be made of cachh of ti narticular kinds of informa-
tion requested in the avaluvation forms. Local rroject
dircctors stated marny valid izasons for not being able “o
coemply with some reguests made by the State and/or Iabora-

tory. The local project directors and cvaluatcors ctated

ERIC
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on several occasions that thcy had had no idea of why
the Bureau or Laboratery nnaded coertain kXinds of infor-
mation; and that they had concidered tha collccting of

v

imuch of the information ar Engy work' uninl thoev
saw the reason for it. Once thov understood the nced,
they all indicated their willincness to cooncrate in mro-

viding the essential information.

In turn, both the Bureau and Laboratory rec-e:zamined their
neceds and constraints %o utilize cxisting data cscllection
procedurcs and data being generated in the local districts
wherever possible to minimize the amount of naner work

and man hours nceded to produce the information nceded by

these agencies. After threz days of hard work,; a form

Zor collecting all thc essential data necded by the Burcau
and which would reguire a minimal amount of additional
effort on the par: of the lccal ~rejeel: directors was de~
vised. The form also mauc tha work of the Burcau staff,
which was uadermanred, much casier 0y rcouiring mach

-

shorter and more casily read intcerim roports. This savings

in time was accomplished by a3ing a modificaticn of the

Q,

iscr

{2

pancy model for process cvaluation (Provus, 1959).

)

his 2llovwed for a very quick examination by the Burcan
staff of cach of the projects ir cach quarterly rernoot
and allowed them to determine which programs wore ir
difficulty and which were progressing on schedule so that

a4

or atew
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they could concentrate their cfforts in those arcas where
they were most nceded. %hen cvaluation problems werc
noted by the Burcau staff, they wore referred to the Lab-
oratory staff who provided the project cvaluator with help

on the problems which he cncounterced.

It should be mentioned that in many cases the university
professors have becn very poorly trained in terms of evalu-
ation processcs as Stufflebeam and others (1971) have indi-
cated. Many of them have had little or no statistical train-
ing nor any formal training in the evaluative proccdures
which have devcloped during the past decade. These pecople
neeced consultive help in planning appropriate cvaluation
for their particular nrojects. Many did not understand

the concept of process cvaluation since this concept had
dcveloped subsequent to the time they had completed their
cducation. Thercfore, at these mectings, the concepts of

a timeline and a precess eovaluation involving quarterly

reporting was explained and actually begun.

One of the problems that evaluators have failed to dezl

with adeguately and which is described in Educational Fval-

uation and Decision Making is public relations. The atra-

tegy uscd to attack this problem by the Laboratory was to
actively involve all participants in the planning of the

evaluative design, and to emphasize again and again that

e
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the purpose of cvaluation was not to prove or disprove,

but to improve the respective projects. This apnroach
proved invaluable in getting the cooperation of the nar-
ticipants by changing their perswective from a defensive
one to a cooperativc onc. At these inservice mectings the
kinds of product cvaluation which would be nceded from

cach cf the projects was also cstablished., 2Aditional time
was provided where necessary for lccal nrojoct directors/
cvaluators to consult with the Lakoratory staff for product
evaluation. The follow-up coasultations and written doc-

umentation of them vere produced.

The criteria for cvaluating the success of the Laboratory
ir reaching the second goal was in terms of the number of
Projects which were able to completc their evaluations on
schedulc and in sufficient detail that disscrination doc-
urients could be prepared without having to make on-site
visits to obtain additional information. Table I shows
the comparison between the first and second vears in terms

of the percentage of projects which mat this criterion.
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TABLE I.

Number of Projccts which Provided Adequate Information
to Pronare Dissemination Documents in 1869-70 and 1970-71

3 . 7

Zeaxr _ ¥n, cf Fo. with P2r Cent
roejects Ad2cuate of
Evaluation Adeqguate
Evaluation
1969-70 18 5 22.3%
1970-71 11 2 81.8%

Dpuring the first ycar, only two projccts had been writ-

ten waell enouch that reports gould@ be prepared withous hav-
ing to go to the projecct site and obtain additional infor-
mation. puring the second year, 1970-71, only two projeccts
had to be contacted in order to gather additional informa-
tion. It should be noted that in thesc twe cases, rather
than starting from zcro information as we had in 1969-70
the problems were in the nature of interorctation of data
and could be handled by t=2lenphone. In one instance the
experimental design vsed was a threc way analyses of vari-
ance with threc or four levels for cach variable and with

a sampleae sizé of only 72, which resulted in many ecmnty
cells. Vhen this fact was called to thc attention of the
project evaluator, he rcanalyzed the data appropriataly

and provided useful information. In the seconé case,

‘a




14

the professor involved reliod on the computer program
without carcfully checking the printout. Our analysis
indicated that there was an obvious crror in their computer
program. The professor, not being sophisticated in statis-
tical techniques, had not caught the error, and both he and
his computer pcople were chagrined to find that their pro-
gram was in error. The data was rcanalyzed on another com-

puter and useful information was obtained.

The figures in Tablc I, thercfore, do not refloct adcquately
the qualitative difference in the data collectcd for the
two years. The stratcegy which cmployed had been remark-
ably successful in upgrading the evaluations orovided to
the State. The work, however, was a good beginning but

one which recquires morec refinement.

In summary, the problem is largely one in which trained
researchers or evaluators make assumptions that peonle in
the field have the same kind of czpertisc and the same
desire for evaluative data that they do. This is not the
case. Project directors are interested in implementing an
idea. They are much less interested, and frequently
threatened, when someonc mentions evaluation. They fro-
quently are convinced that evaluation equals spying, and

see no nced for an evaluation component in their oroject.

15




The poor job done by inaduguately trained cvaluators, many
of whom arc highly skilleld rescarchoers, has created a bad
image for us. As an cxample the training of anditors for
the Title VII evaluations has not becn n2arly as produc~
tive as it should. The training consists of two and cnc
half days of concentrated study, assuming a very low base
of knowledge of the participants. No follow-un training
is provided and many of those certificd are cverwhelmed
with the concentratoed training given with no time for
thinking through thc process and having an oprortunity to
raise questions. As Dr. Kenncth Hopkins cf +he Labora-
tory of Educational Research, University of Colorado, said
to me during the first training session in Washington,
D.C. "The concept is good, but the tragedy is that the
participants' backgrounds arc such that thev nced such
sim;le, basic training.' An auditor with that minimal
amount of skill will hardly be akle to adeguately audit a

complex project.

To propecrly usc consultants in cvaluation then requires:
l. a carcful oreparation of the consuitant in terms
of evalu=ztion strategiecs as well as rcsearch
strategies
2. a careful preparation of the consultant in

human relations skills to overcome the bad

~-‘-o'

.
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image evaluation has ergendcred in the mnast
beczuse of poorly trainal and inadecuatcely
financed cvaluators.

3. a carcful prevaration of the cvaluator to
insure that he knows when adequate resources

arc providad to do a good job of cvaluation

and the guts to turn é&own those cvaluations
vhich do not providec these resources

4. a recognitieon that re-training and/or train-
ing of most ncople wio will be doing evaluations
must L2 done over a longer pericd of time rather |

than the "one-shot” two to five day intcnsive

training programs now in voguc. Learning a ncw
skiil, to be really assimilated thcroughly,
requires some time for practice and incubation.
Follow-up activities must be built into any
program for training or using consultants, and

the time frame should be over a period of weeks

and months rather than days.
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